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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out objection, itis ordered.
Mr. BAKER. Ithank the Senator

from Arizona.

MARTINLUTHER KING, JR.
HOLIDAY

Mr.GOLDWATER. Mr.President, I
know that sometime today we will
take up the subject contained in H.R.
3706, which is an act to amend title 5
of the United States Code tomake the
birthday of Martin Luther King, Jr., a
legal public holiday.

Mr. President, several weeks ago I
commented on this. Iwould like to
repeat it, or substantially repeat it, be-
cause Ido not know ifIwillhave a
chance to get the floor when the vote
comes.

Mr.President, Ithink Martin Luther
King has done a great deal of good for
his country. Ithink he performed in
an honorable way.But, Mr.President,
when it comes to naming a holiday
after a man—ldo not care if he is
black or whatever he is—lthink that
person should have been dead at least
50 years.
Ican think, for example, of Thomas

Jefferson. He does not have a holiday
named after him. Abraham Lincoln
does not have a holiday named after
him. Charles Lindbergh does not have
a holiday named after him.

With no disrespect meant to Martin
Luther King, Iintend to vote against
the billfor a national holiday, frankly,
for two reasons: One, the one whichI
have recited, the fact that we have not
had enough time to fully judge his
contributions to our country; and,
second, because it means one more
Monday that is a holiday. And we are
slowly getting ourselves into a way in
this country where we are going to
have nothing but holidays every
Monday. Ioppose this move for that
reason, if forno other reason.

So, again, Isay, Mr.President, with-
out any disrespect to Martin Luther
King or any disrespect for his
memory, but out of the great respect
for many, many, many Americans,
black and white, who have gone before
us who are not recognized in this
manner, Ido not intend to vote for a
holiday forMr.King.
Ihope the good judgment ofmy col-

leagues willprevail, because there are
many, many, many people that we
should recognize in this fashion in this
country.

Mr.President, Iyield the floor.
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Isug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk willcall the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr.HOLLINGS. Mr.President, Iask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

BIRTHDAY OF MARTIN LUTHER
KING, JR., AS A FEDERAL HOL-
IDAY
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President,

many outstanding Americans and
their individualaccomplishments have
been acclaimed in these Halls. And we
have special days to mark the anniver-
saries of the birthof some of our most
heralded forefathers, likeWashington
and Lincoln. But today it is time to
recognize a man who accomplished a
great deal not because of the power of
his office, but because of the power of
his message.

Few have done more to change
America than Martin Luther King, Jr.,
a man of vision who for many Ameri-
cans came to symbolize the equality of
all Americans. Perhaps most impor-
tant, he had a dream— the American
dream. And he fought mightily for it
without sticks, stones, or fists, but
with the call that we, the people, shall
overcome.

Dr. King's words willbe remembered
and so willhis profound influence on
historic legislation affecting civil
rights and voting rights. Yet, some
may forget the struggle, the determi-
nation, and the crusade. They may
forget that the air was saturated with
hate and fear and that the persever-
ance and eloquence of one great man
inspired a people and a world to
search souls and right civilwrongs.

Twenty-seven years ago there was
Rosa Parks, a weary black seamstress
who was arrested and fined $10 for
failing to take a seat at the back of a
Montgomery City lines bus. Dr. King
organized a boycott of the bus system
and arranged car pools to carry the
25,000 blacks who ordinarly rode the
buses. Dr. King and his fellow minis-
ters who organized against the bus
system were later fined $500 for their
actions and charged another $500 for
court costs. But the cause marched on.

Dr. King told the story of one black
minister, stopping his car to pick up
an elderly black woman during the bus
boycott. The minister said to the
woman, "Sister, aren't you getting
tired?" She replied, "My soul has been
tired for a long time. Now my feet are
tired and my soul is resting."

Thus a chain reaction for social
change through peaceful means was
started. The cause marched on with
the freedom riders in the summer of
1961. It marched on through the
streets of Birmingham in 1963. It
marched on across the Edmund Pettus
Bridge into Selma. And itmarched on
to the Nation's Capital and beyond.

But the journey was never easy.
Freedom riders were slugged, burned,
and savaged with iron pipes. In Bir-
mingham of 1963 "white only" signs
were almost as plentiful as the blos-

soms on magnolia trees. Hundreds of
peaceful demonstrators were thrown
in jail at the singing of "we shall over-
come." Dr. King himself spent a week
in solitary confinement where he
wrote his famous "Letter from a Bir-
mingham Jail," telling America that it
was not pleasant tobe called "boy" or
"nigger," to be made to feel inferior,
to be black in America.

The struggles in Birmingham and
the struggles in Selma, throughout
the South and throughout the Nation,
were often met by tear gas, clubbings,
and mass arrests. But the confronta-
tions of violence and nonviolence not
only called attention to specific inci-
dences, places or civil wrongs, it in-
duced a Nation to confront its con-
science and protect the most funda-
mental rights of a free society— the
right to vote and the freedom tobe.

Mr. President, Iurge my colleagues
today to commemorate the birth of a
man who sought to make a livingreali-
ty of our fundamental principles, that
"allmen are created equal," and that
we allhave a right to "life,liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness." Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., not only furthered
the cause of black Americans, he
furthered the cause of all Americans.
Indeed, America was his cause. It is
time that we recognize his efforts, his
accomplishments, and his spirit, for
with them lies not only a dream but
the foundation of freedom upon which
this great Nation has been built.

PENTAGON SPENDING SPREE

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr.President, un-
derstandably, nothing rankles Ameri-
can taxpayers more than waste in
Government spending. When someone
rips off the food stamp program (and
some people do) or when someone rips
off the welfare program (and some
people do), taxpayers get indignant.
Taxpayers work hard to make a living
and rightfully resent that the money
they pay in taxes sometimes goes to
waste.
Itis a curious thing that that same

righteous indignation does not apply
to the Defense Department when it
squanders money by the hundreds of
millions of dollars.

In the category of egregious, frenetic
waste, consider this article from the
Kansas City Star of October 2, 1983.

The Defense Department, like all govern-

ment agencies, hates to have money left
over at the end of the fiscal year. So when
the Pentagon faced the end of the govern-
ment's fiscal year Friday, it went on a one-
day, $4.2 billionshopping spree.

Veteran Pentagon observers said it was
the largest single-day defense expenditure
since the Vietnam War ended a decade ago.

To avoid having to return any part of its
fiscal 1983 appropriation to the Treasury
Department, the Pentagon awarded 234 con-
tracts and wiped out what would have been
a surplus. Just the bare-bones description of
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those last-minute contracts covered 29
pages.

The Wall Street Journal describes
this as a spending binge. Amongst the
largest recipients of this binge were
Honeywell, Inc. ($562.5 million) and
General Electric ($434.5 million). The
29 pages of contracts cover several
dozen corporations scattered around
the country.

To be sure, not allof these contracts
are wasteful. Many are probably in
our national security interest. But why
the last-minute spending rush to pour
the dollars out of the Pentagon treas-
ury before the money lapses at fiscal
year end?
If the Agriculture Department did

this same thing with food stamp
money, taxpayers probably would be
aroused. They should be just as
aroused when the Pentagon does it.

To get to the bottom of this situa-
tion, Ihave by letter urged the chair-
man of the Senate Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, Senator Ted Ste-
vens, to utilize the investigative re-
sources of the Senate Appropriations
Committee toprobe this matter and to
schedule an oversight hearing there-
on. This hearing should determine
whether these last-minute expendi-
tures were truly necessary.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, Isug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk willcall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum callbe rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Hawkins). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MARTINLUTHER KING, JR.
HOLIDAY

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, for
some time nowIhave announced the
intention ofthe leadership on this side
to go to the consideration of the
Martin Luther King holiday bill. It
was postponed once for good and suffi-
cient reasons. The announcement was
made at that time, and then again last
week, that on today we would go to
that measure, and indeed we will.That
is H.R. 3706, which is Calendar Order
No. 343.

Madam President, Ihave discussed
this with the minority leader, who is
aware of the situation; withthe distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, the Senator from South
Carolina, with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kansas (Mr. Dole); and with
Senator Helms, who is on the floor.

Madam President, first,Iask unani-
mous consent that the Senate now
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
3706, Calendar Order No. 343.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, Iam

always reluctant to oppose a unani-
mous-consent request by the leader-
ship, but in this case Imust.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, as
always, the Senator fromNorth Caro-
lina has been kind enough to advise
me that was his intention.

Madam President, also, as Iwill
move shortly to the consideration of
H.R. 3706, Isuspect that the debate
willnot be swiftand prompt.

No Senator willbe taken by surprise,
Iam sure, when Isay that it is the in-
tention of the leadership on this side—
Iwould even presume to say perhaps
the joint leadership— to attempt to
limitthe debate on the motion to pro-
ceed as and when we reach that, the
billitself.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, will
the majority leader yield?

Mr.BAKER. Yes, Iyield.
Mr. BYRD. So Senators should not

be under any delusion, Isigned the
cloture motion. Iwas No. 16 on it.

Mr. BAKER. That may be. Madam
President, and, notwithstanding the
warm and cordial friendship that
really does exist between the minority
leader and me, Iam told that itis per-
haps the first time that the minority
leader and I,since Ihave been majori-
ty leader, have both been singatories
to the same cloture motion.

Mr. President, Inow move that the
Senate turn to the consideration of
H.R. 3706, the Martin Luther King
holiday bill.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, just
a few hours before the Senate recessed
on August 4, there was a movement in
the Senate to rush through at the last
minute H.R. 3706, which would make a
national holiday of the birthday of
Martin Luther King. Ifelt obliged at
that time to register strong objection.
Idid not then and Ido not now favor
another national holiday, shutting
down this country, for Martin Luther
King or anybody else. What we need
to concentrate on in this country,
Madam President, is more productivi-
ty, not more leisure time. Moreover,
the extreme haste with which some
wanted the Senate to move on such
significant legislation was not at all in
keeping with the Senate tradition of
fulldebate and careful deliberation.

Madam President, just so the record
willbe clear as to how quickly the pro-
posed national holiday legislation has
moved and how scant the consider-
ation has been in connection withthis
matter in the 98th Congress, let me
review the measure's chronology.

On June 16 of this year, H.R. 3345
was introduced in the House ofRepre-
sentatives to make a national holiday
of Dr. King's birthday. No hearings
were held, yet the billwas favorably
reported by the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service to the
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fullHouse of Representatives on July
26.

On July 29, a bill identical to HR3345 but with a new number, HR3706, was introduced. This change ob-viously was made in order to accommo-date certain House Members who
wanted their names included on the
printed billas original cosponsors.

On August 2, this new bill, H.R3706, was discharged by the PostOffice Committee by suspension of the
rules. On that same day, again by sus-pension of the rules, the House called
up the measure and passed it.

Bear inmind, Madam President, not
1minute of hearings was conducted on
the pros and cons of this legislation.
Not one.

In any case, Madam President, the
Senate received the bill on August 3.
Instead of its being sent to the appro-
priate committee, the Committee on
the Judiciary, for consideration, for
hearings, the billwas read twice and
placed right on the calendar.

The very next day, August 4, with
Senators expecting to go into recess
withina few hours, some of my distin-
guished colleagues proposed that the
billbe brought up quietly so that it
could sail through, probably with a
voice vote, withlittleor no debate.

Madam President, what goes on?
Why are those who favor this national
holiday, which will cost our economy
between $4 and $12 billion,depending
on whose estimate you take—why
could not, why should not this bill
have been referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary for consideration, as
is normal procedure? Why the haste?

The Senate was inno position to act
on this matter on August 4, because I
regretfully told the majority leader
that Iwould be obliged to talk a while
on it.As Iindicated earlier, that was
the day that the Senate went into
recess for the month of August.

Madam President, because of my op-
position to the legislation and because
of what has been perceived by many

Americans as a steamroller approach,
Ihad tomake clear on August 4 thatI
felt obliged to resist consideration at
that time of H.R. 3706. Ihad hoped
that a measure of comity and com-
monsense would prevail during the
August recess and that the we would
come back here and that the bill
would be referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary and that hearings

would be held so that the pros and
cons of the proposition could be heard.
But that did not occur. The billis still
on the calendar and my good friend,

whom Iadmire and respect so much,

the distinguished majority leader, has
just moved for its consideration by the
Senate.

Madam President, it continues to be
my strong hope that, after having an
opportunity to reflect further on the
implications of this proposal, the pro-
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ponents of this legislation willaban-
don any inclination to move precipi-
tately or rashly and consider what we
are doing with such a proposal.

Ifthis billis laid before the Senate,
it is my intention to move to commit it
to the Judiciary Committee for consid-
eration and for hearings. That is allI
ask. Ifthe Senate willsimply followits
normal procedures in matters of im-
portant legislation, Iassure Senators
that it wouldnot be my intent to delay
consideration of this proposal once it
has been reported back to the Senate
by the Judiciary Committee. But
unless and until the public has been
given a right to say yea or nay, for or
against, pro or con, Imust object.
Itis unrealistic to expect quick pas-

sage on the floor of any measure that
Congress has had before it in one form
or another for 15 years but repeatedly
has declined to act. Now there is an at-
mosphere of pressure, intimidation,
even threats that ifSenators do not
vote for this bill,allsorts of unhappy
things will happen next year. I, for
one, am not going to knuckle under to
such intimidation, and Ihope other
Senators willnot.
Ido not ask Senators to change

their position;Iask Senators simply to
vote to send the bill to the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee, where it should
have gone in the first place, and let
there be consideration and public
hearings on it.
Icannot understand why that is not

a fair request.
As to the merits of H.R. 3706, Imust

confess that Ifind it difficult to be-
lieve that the proponents of the bill
have given even scant thought to the
ramifications and the implications of
this proposal.

Madam President, can they be seri-
ous about virtually shutting down this
country for yet another holiday each
year? Have they considered what it
willcost in terms of money and taxes
and jobs? Ihave come to the conclu-
sion that many have not given those
implications one iota of consideration.
And Ido not think it speaks well of
the Senate. Frankly, with the econo-
my struggling to make a comeback, I
am convinced that we need fewer, not
more, national holidays. There are
nine already: New Year's Day, Wash-
ington's Birthday, Memorial Day,
Fourth of July, Labor Day, Columbus
Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day,
and Christmas Day.

Now, one distinguished Member of
the House ofRepresentatives has esti-
mated that the potential cost to the
American economy— and he is talking
about Government and the private
sector— would be $12 billion.

Now,Ido not know whether his esti-
mate is correct or not, butIthink that
perhaps the correct figure lies some-
where between $4 and $12 billion.How
much closer to one than the other Ido
not know.

And the ironic thing to me is that
black citizens, who, above all others,
need jobs would ask, demand this
Senate to pass this legislation without
any hearings, without the normal
processes of the Senate being utilized.
Ijust do not understand it.

Madam President, Iasked the Li-
brary of Congress to give me an assess-
ment of the direct costs of this propos-
al. Iwas informed that at the begin-
ning it would cost U.S. taxpayers $270
millionfor pay and benefits and lost
productivity among the Federal em-
ployees alone. That is just for openers.
The taxpayers willbe hit for another
$692 millionto cover the pay,benefits
and lost productivity among State and
local government employees, assum-
ing—and Ithink it is a fair assump-
tion—that the States followthe Feder-
al lead in this matter.

In addition, the Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States estimates
that the cost to the private sector in
terms of payroll for full-time employ-
ees would be $4.3 billionfor this one
additional day of shutting down this
country.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield on that point?

Mr.HELMS.Iwould prefer to finish
my statement, if the Senator does not
object.

Mr. KENNEDY.Iwould hope that
inhis statement

Mr.HELMS. Mr.President, who has
the floor?

Mr. KENNEDY [continuing]. The
Senator will give the authority for
such a statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Cochran). The Senator from North
Carolina has the floor.

Mr.HELMS.Ithank the Chair.
The picture of direct cost for an ad-

ditional holiday looks something like
this. The public sector cost, Federal,
State and local, $962 millionfor one
single new national holiday; private
sector cost, estimated, $4.3 billion, for
a total of $5,262 billionper new na-
tionalholiday.

Now, Mr. President, that figure is
horrendous enough in an economy
that is struggling to recover, at a time
when a chorus of political voices rises
every day saying we must do some-
thing about unemployment, we must
do something, they say, about produc-
tivity.Iagree withboth of them. But
as the saying goes, "Here we go
again."

This figure does not,Isay again, ac-
count for the indirect cost to the over-
all economy. Trying to get all the
costs, indirect as well as direct, is diffi-
cult, but at least we know that there
are valid estimates concluding that
$5,262 billionwillbe taken out of this
economy.

Now, is it worth it? Every citizen,
every Senator, of course, is obliged to
make his or her judgment about that.
Inany case, whether one is inclined to

accept any specific or precise figures,
the fact remains, no matter who is
doing the figuring, the cost of an addi-
tional national holiday is enormous.

Now, Ihave given a great deal of
thought to that. Allof us have our in-
dividual heroes. Ihave mine. There
are many notable Americans in our
history for whom no holiday exists. As
the matter now stands, for example, I
have often wondered why there was
not a national holiday for Thomas Jef-
ferson, who happens to be my favorite.
There are many who would like to see
a holiday for Franklin D. Roosevelt or
John F. Kennedy or Booker T. Wash-
ington. Each of us could compile a siz-
able list.

Mr. President, Ihave been told that
it is political suicide to oppose this
proposal. It may be, but America
needs to get productivity up, not water
it down more. We need to reduce the
tax burden, not increase it.We need to
cut Federal spending, not increase it.

Mr. President, when one sector of
the electorate feels very strongly and
very passionately about a cause, itis a
serious matter to oppose that cause.
When people on one side feel very pas-
sionately about the matter, it is ex-
tremely difficult to ask them to lay
their passion to one side and be objec-
tive in their assessment of the matter.
Iam not about to say that Ido not
have strong convictions myself about
the proposal to create this new nation-
al holiday, to shut this country down
for another national holiday. But I
think that there are reasonable argu-
ments and dispassionate analyses
which ought to help bring our people
together on this issue rather than
drive them apart.
Ithink the best way for that to

occur is for the Senate to say we are
going to followour normal procedures.
Since it has not been given 1minute's
consideration inhearings in the House
of Representatives or in the Senate,
let us say we are going to send this bill
to the Senate Judiciary Committee
where hearings can be held and the
people invited to come in and speak
pro or con.

Those who object to it can never say
that they were not given an ample op-
portunity to make themselves heard.
But if we proceed along the track that
we are now following, there are citi-
zens all across this country who willbe
resentful. They willbe hostile toward
this Congress, and they willfeel that
they did not get a fair shake in being
able to express themselves on a con-
troversial, vitalissue.

A holiday—a national holiday, in
particular— is, or should be, an occa-
sion for shared values, for the com-
memoration of things which we as a
nation as a whole hold in common.
While Dr. King, in his public image,
did appeal to many of those shared
values, his very name itself remains a
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source of tension, a deeply troubling
symbol of divided society.
Ido not refer to the tensions of

racism. Ireadily admit that racism lin-
gers in our society. ButIthink it is in-
teresting, when one talks about
racism, to try to find at least two
people in the Senate or in any other
group to agree what the word racism
means. So Iam reluctant to use a word
that is subject to so many different in-
terpretations, some of them complete-
ly at odds witheach other, because too
often the word racism is used as a
smear word to convey exactly the kind
of hatred that the word pretends to
deplore.

A great many of our thought leaders
in the media keep at a hand quickly
available ax handle to bludgeon those
with whom they disagree. They dredge
up the word racism and apply it, as
fact—when it isnot fact. ButIcontend
that relations between persons depend
upon what is in their hearts, not upon
their color; andIsuspect that what we
often hear described as racism are
merely the same old vices to which
mankind has always been susceptible
at its worst.

The human soul is capable of both
good and evil, and there is a good bit
of both in each of us. We know from
experience, even fromour personal ex-
periences, that human beings some-
times choose evil, so we should not be
surprised that evil exists in the world,
even though some persons, for politi-
cal or sociological reasons, may refer
to some of these evils as racism, in-
stead of using the more accurate and
traditionalmoral categories.

Isay that to emphasize that Martin
Luther King's repeated and well-publi-
cized appeals to love and brotherhood
found, during his lifetime—and still
find—a broad appeal to men of good-
will, because they are basic things
upon which we can all agree. But
there are many who point out— and
they are sincere and they are not with-
out foundation when they say it—that
the image of Dr. King as a religious
leader blends quickly into the image of
Dr.King as a political leader, as a man
who was seeking to use the power of
government to reshape and redistrib-
ute the power within the Government.
Indeed, the veneer of religious image-
ry with which he cloaked his political
concepts created the very tension
which his name stillinvokes.

Mr. President, Isubmit that Dr.
King's political views didnot necessar-
ily follow from his stated religious
convictions, nor is there any reason
for a Christian or any religious person
to apply Dr. King's principles to the
structure of society in the way that
Dr. Kingdid.

The tension between his religious
and his political views was matched by
the tension in his methods, between
his preaching of nonviolence and his
calculated use of nonviolence as a pro-

vocative act to disturb the peace of the
State and to trigger, in many cases,
overreaction by authorities.

So the perceptions exist among
many in this country, right or wrong,
that the legacy of Dr. King was really
a division, not love; and although the
anger of that division has cooled, mis-
trust remains. Inany case, two genera-

tions have been led to concentrate on
politics instead of production; and the
bitterness that remains results from
the failure of political methods to
solve economic problems.

The palpable truth is— and many
Americans are learning it—that you
cannot eat politics. Dr. King has been
presented as a hero to his people by a
generation of people who may qualify
as myth makers. Although Dr. King

used the categories and rhetoric of
Christianity in preaching the Bible,
there are countless Americans who re-
member his associates, who remember
that the then President of the United
States advised him to diassociate him-
self from people specified by the then
President.

He was a proponent of the same
movement which today goes by the
name of liberation theology. The view
of the liberation theology is that a
theology of God and salvation from
sin is outmoded.

Instead, they say salvation is to be
found in this world and we work out
our salvation by bringing about some
idealized view of a just society even if
to do so requires destruction, theft,
terrorism, all the other fruits of revo-
lution. Itis the same kind of libera-
tion, Iguess, that was whispered to
Adam and Eve in the biblicalaccounts
and the result was always the loss of
Eden rather than the achievement of
Eden.

Be that as it may, Mr.King's politi-
cal views were those of a radical politi-
cal minority that had little to do with
racial minorities. Itis this fact, not his
exploitation of racial feelings, that
makes it inappropriate to rush ahead
withouthearings, without due process,
if you want to call it that, in the
Senate.

The fact is that Dr. King's program
at least in part was conceived and
aided by men and women who were
not loyal to the United States. AndI
use the term "not loyal" not in the
general sense, but in the technical po-
litical sense of those striving for the
violent overthrow of the Constitution
of the United States. Irefer specifical-
ly to members of the Communist
Party of the United States, a revolu-
tionary action organization funded
and directed from Moscow. Although

there is no record that Dr.King him-
self ever joined the Communist Party,
he kept around him as his prinicpal
advisers and associates certain individ-
uals who were taking their orders and
direction froma foreign power.
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Dr. King kept as his adviser— Perhaps, some would say, his key advisers—men who vowed to overthrow ourGovernment and our way of life.Hekept them even though non-Conimunist friends, who were sympathetic tohis cause, repeatedly warned him thatto keep Communists in his advisory

and action structure was to bring dis-
repute upon his cause. Those who
warned him included the President
and the Attorney General of the
United States.

There are some who might say that
all of these things are irrelevant.
What matters to them is that Dr
King seemed to be the conscience of a
civil rights movement and that the
aims of the civilrights movement werereform, not revolution, and some
might argue that the participation of
Marxists in Dr. King's movement did
not taint the essence of what Dr. King
accomplished. To the contrary, they
might argue by participating in such a
grand movement these Marxists them-
selves were brought into the political
process and they argue that it is good
to have Marxists participating in the
system instead of trying to destroy it.

But this comes down to being an ex-
tremely tendentious argument whichI
do not believe a lot of Americans are
willingto swallow.
Ithink most Americans would feel

that the participation of Marxists in
the planning and direction of any
movement taints that movement at
the outset. Not just communism itself
but philosophical Marxism lies outside
of the national consensus, or at least I
hope it does.

Others may argue that Dr. King's
thought may have been merely Marx-
ist in its orientation. But the trouble
with that is that Marxism-Leninism,
the officialphilosophy of communism,
is an action-oriented revolutionary

doctrine.
And Dr. King's action-oriented

Marxism about which he was cau-
tioned by the leaders of this country,

including the President at that time, is
not compatible with the concepts of
this country.

These are just some of the thoughts

that many Americans have expressed
to me. It has been widely advertised
that Iam going to filibuster this pro-

posal. Ido not know about that yet.
We could put an end to the extension
of time spent on this measure simply

by sending this proposal to the Judici-
ary Committee with or without in-

structions to conduct hearings on it
and report back at any time satisfac-
tory to the Senate. That is allIask.
Iask only that this proposal not be

treated differently from other major

controversial issues, that at least we
give the people an opportunity to

speak out pro or con and then report
back if that is the willof the Judiciary
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Committee so that the Senate can act
on it.
Igive my commitment, if that proce-

dure is followed, this Senator willcon-
sume no more time than normal de-
pending on the language of the legisla-
tive proposal reported out. Iwillbe
committed, as a Senator, to offer an
amendment ifIfeel it is necessary.

But you are going to find, Mr.Presi-
dent, holy wrath in opposition to the
proposal that we follow the normal
procedures of the Senate. We are
going to hear allsorts of explanations
to the effect that we have heard allof
this before inprior years et cetera, et
cetera, et cetera, as the King of Siam
said.

But these protestations will be
hollow because if this proposal is as
sacrosanct as it is pretended to be,
then what fear should we have of an
exploration of the proposal? AsIsay,
at the appropriate time,Iam going to
offer a motion to send this legislation
to the Judiciary Committee. We
cannot recommit it because it was
never there in the first place. So the
motion willbe to commit it to the Ju-
diciary Committee. AndIshall be very
interested in observing how Senators
vote on this proposal, particularly in
light of my assurance, my guarantee,
that once that is done, once hearings
are held, once the legislation is report-
ed out, this Senator willdo nothing in-
ordinate to holdup action on the pro-
posal.

ButIdo feel obliged, Mr.President,
to raise a respectful protest in re-
sponse to the manner in which this
proposal has been handled thus far.
That is it.We can end this debate this
very afternoon, get it over with. Allwe
have to do is refer this legislation to
the appropriate committee, ask for
hearings, and ask for a prompt report
to the Senate.

For the life ofme, Icannot see that
that is too much to ask.

Mr.President, Isuggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk willcall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr.KENNEDY. Mr. President, as a
cosponsor of this legislation, Iask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded so that I
may make an opening statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President,
before making a formal statement I
must say that Iam enormously dis-
tressed by these allusions, suggestions,
inferences which are made by a col-
league of mine, the Senator from
North Carolina, about Dr. King's in-
volvement withthe Communist Party.

Those charges, Mr. President, were
raised first and most vigorously by the
arch-segregationists bent on retaining
the rule of racism. Itis their heirs in

the last-ditch stand against equal jus-
tice who seek to divert us today on
this legislation withsuch matters.
Ido not think that the comments of

the Senator from North Carolina are
worthy of response and Iwillnot dig-
nify them with a reply. They reflect
no credit on this body, and Iam sure
they would be shunned by the vast
majority of the American people, in-
cluding the citizens of his ownState.

Mr.President, there have been com-
ments made on the floor of the U.S.
Senate about whether this legislation
has had adequate hearings, and there
has even been some observation that I,
in the U.S. Senate, have been some-
what remiss in not holding hearings
on this legislation. As a member of the
Judiciary Committee and as the
former chairman of the Judiciary
Committee when this legislation was
introduced, Imight say we had in
1979, 2 days of hearings.

The Senate Judiciary Committee re-
ported this bill to the U.S. Senate by a
vote of 10 to 6, and to suggest on the
floor of the U.S. Senate that the
Senate Judiciary Committee has not
had the hearings or that the House of
Representatives has not had the hear-
ings, shows gross ignorance about the
legislative history of this particular
proposal, and Ithink it was demon-
strated by the Senator from North
Carolina in not only his understanding
of the legislative history but also with
regard to his comments about the
costs of various holidays.

Mr. President, Iwill put into the
Record at an appropriate place the in-
formation that the Senate Judiciary
Committee and the House Judiciary
Committee have, both reports which
are available to the Members of this
body, have available to them here on
the floor of the U.S. Senate, in talking
about the costs to the American econ-
omy of this particular holiday.

The fact is, Mr. President, this par-
ticular issue has been before the U.S.
Senate for a period of some 14 years in
one form or another. Itdoes not come
as any surprise to the Members of
Congress or to this body. Itdoes not
come as any surprise to the Members
of the Senate Judiciary Committee, or
the House of Representatives Judici-
ary Committee. Itpassed the House of
Representatives 338 to 90 some several
weeks ago, and now the Senator from
North Carolina is trying to suggest,
after due notice has been given for a
period of weeks by the majority
leader, that this somehow is being
sprung on the U.S. Senate. That is
hogwash, Mr.President. Itis hogwash.
Those same kinds of representations
that are being made here have been
made time and time again, and Ihave
heard them when we have had to call
various pieces of civilrights legislation

from the calendar, and it is not an ap-
propriate kind of commentary when

we are considering the importance of
this piece oflegislation.

Mr.President, Iwelcome the oppor-
tunity to debate in the U.S. Senate, if
we have that opportunity to debate in
the U.S. Senate, the billto create a na-
tinal holiday commemorating the
birth and life and message of Dr.
MartinLuther King, Jr. This is a great
day in the 200-year history of the
struggle to make the American dream
a reality for every American.

These are difficult times and more
than ever before we must reaffirm our
Nation's commitment to equality, to
peace, to nonviolence, and to the right
of all individuals to fulfilltheir poten-
tial free of prejudice and artificiallim-
itations.

Martin Luther King dedicated his
life and gave his life to complete the
unfinished business of the American
Revolution and the CivilWar, and he
helped this Nation to see that discrim-
ination in our midst is eliminated and
to accept the right of equality for all
of our people, and the genius of Dr.
King enabled America to confront and
resolve that principle of equality in a
peaceful and nonviolent manner, and
he is one of the true giants of Ameri-
can history and he richly deserves the
extraordinary honor we confer on him
today.
Inthese years of deepening poverty

and unacceptable unemployment
there are millions of Americans whose
skin is not white who wonder about
their future and our Nation. They see
a severe recession that closes the door
of opportunity. They see an economic
policy that is unfair, inequitable, and
unjust. They see an attempt to retreat
from voting rights and housing rights
and civil rights, and, worst of all, they
see a government that does not seem
to care.

On August 27, over 200,000 people
came to the Capital from every section
of the land to ask this Nation to
redeem its commitment to peace and
jobs and freedom for all Americans.
They came on the 20th anniversary of
Dr. King's historic march on Washing-
ton in 1963. They proved in 1983 that
the power of Dr. King's dream is still
alive in the hearts of the Ameican
people, and the item at the top of the
agenda of those who marched last
month is the measure we are acting on
today because in honoring Dr. King,
we honor the cause of equity and the
cause of fairness and the cause of de-
cency in economic progress and social
justice for all Americans.

A few weeks before his death he
reaffirmed his dream for America and
called upon each of us to struggle for
that dream. AndIquote:

Let us be dissatisfied untilevery man can
have food and material necessities for his
body, culture, and educatiion for his mind,
and freedom and human dignity for his
spirit.
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We face many vital issues in the
present Congress. This legislation now
before us may wellbe our most endur-
ing achievement. Long after all other
actions will have been forgotten
people willremember his was the Con-
gress that gave Dr. King the highest
honor our Nation can bestow on any
of its citizens. Presidents and Con-
gresses willcome and go, but Martin
Luther King and his dream willgo on
so long as there is an America, and
each year henceforth on this anniver-
sary of his birth citizens of every
region and every color willpause in
their own lives, in their own way, in
their own tribute to this man who
brought us a fuller measure of justice
than our Nation has ever known. In
honoring Dr. King we honor the best
in our country and ourselves.

Mr.President, Itake some notice of
the fact that we have a legislative bul-
letin that is put out, Iimagine daily.
In this case it is the one that is re-
ferred to as by the Republican Policy
Committee. Iam mindful that this leg-
islation that has been introduced was
introduced by, in this Congress by,
Senator Mathias and has had biparti-
san support in the Judiciary Commit-
tee. ButIdo think that it is important
that we know where the President of
the United States is going to stand. I
know where the members of the Judi-
ciary Committee stand and Iknow
where many of us who are cosponsors
of this legislation stand, but Ithink it
is important that we find out where
the President of the United States is
going to stand because this is a matter
of enormous importance and conse-
quence.
Itake note, Mr. President, that in

the U.S. Senate Republican Policy
Committee on the issue of H.R. 3706,
Martin Luther King, Jr. holiday, that
on the bottom it says, "Administration
position not available at press time."

Well,Idare say that when we pass
this legislation and we go on down to
the White House we are not going to
find another statement, "not available
at press time." Mr.President, we need
your intercession now, not down at the
White House, in the Rose Garden, at
the signing time, we need it now, just
as we needed it at the time of the
VotingRights Act; just as we needed it
at the time of the CivilRights Com-
mission compromise proposed by Sena-
tor Dole; just as we needed itat other
times. Instead you have made recom-
mendations and made suggestions
about giving tax credits to those who
gave contributions to segregated
schools. Today, it is members of your
party as well as this party who are
prepared to stand up to this issue.
Icertainly hope that, as we start

this debate and this discussion here
this afternoon on an issue of such im-
portance and consequence— called off
the calendar credibly by a Republican
leader and supported by many Repub-

licans in the U.S. Senate, as it was in
the House of Representatives, and
supported by millions of Republicans
and Democrats and Independents
across this country— that we have a
right to know where you stand, Mr.
President. Let us know, and perhaps
we willnot spend more time than ab-
solutely necessary in this body on this
issue whichIthink cries for action at
this present time.

Mr. President, Iknow there are
other of my colleagues that wish to
speak on this issue. Iyield the floor.

Mr.HELMS. Mr. President, in light
of the comments by the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr.Kennedy), it is im-
portant that there be such an exami-
nation of the political activities and
associations of Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr., principally from the begin-
ning of his work in the civil rights
movement in the mid-1950s until his
death in1968. Throughout this period,
but especially toward the beginning
and end of his career, King associated
with identified members of the Com-
munist Party of the united States
(CPUSA), with persons who were
former members of or close to the
CPUSA, and withCPUSA front orga-
nizations. In some important respects
King's civilrights activities and later
his opposition to the Vietnam war
were strongly influenced by and de-
pendent on these associations.

There is no evidence that King him-
self was a member of the CPUSA or
that he was a rigorous adherent of
academic Marxist ideology or of the
Communist Party line. Nevertheless,
King was repeatedly warned about his
associations with known Communists
by friendly elements in the Kennedy
administration and the Department of
Justice (DOJ) (including strong and
explicit warning from President Ken-
nedy himself). King took perfunctory
and deceptive measures to separate

himself from the Communists against
whom he was warned. He continued to
have close and secret contacts with at
least some of them after being in-
formed and warned of their back-
ground, and he violated a commitment
to sever his relationship with identi-
fied Communists.

Throughout his career, King, unlike
many other civilrights leader of his
time, associated with the most ex-
treme political elements in the United
States. He addressed their organiza-
tions, signed their petitions, and invit-
ed them into his own organizational
activities. Extremist elements played a
significant role in promoting and in-
fluencing King's opposition to the
Vietnam war—an opposition that was
not predicated on what King believed
to be the best interests of the United
States but on his sympathy for the
North Vietnamese Communist regime
and on an essentially Marxist and
anti-American ideological view of U.S.
foreign policy.
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King's patterns of associations and

activities show that, at the least, he
had no strong objection to commu-nism, that he appears to have wel-
comed collaboration withCommunistsand that he and his principal vehicle'
the Southern Christian Leadership
Conference (SCLC), were subject to in-
fluence and manipulation by Commu-
nists. The conclusion must be that
Martin Luther King, Jr., was either an
irresponsible individual, careless of his
own reputation and that of the civil
rights movement for integrity and loy-
alty, or that he knowingly cooperated
and sympathized with subversive and
totalitarian elements under the con-
trolof a hostile foreign power.

BIOGRAPHICALDATA

Martin Luther King, Jr., was born
on January 15, 1929, in Atlanta, Ga.
He was the son of Alberta Williams
and Martin Luther King, Sr., a Baptist
minister. He was graduated from
Morehouse College, Atlanta, in 1948,
receiving the degree ofB.A.He attend-
ed the Crozer Theological Seminary in
Chester, Pa., receiving the degree of
B.D. in 1951, and he received the
degree ofPh. D. fromBoston Universi-
ty in 1955. In1953 he married Coretta
Scott of Alabama, by whom he was the
father of four children. On April 4,
1968, King was murdered by a rifle as-
sault inMemphis, Term. On March 10,
1969, James Earl Ray, an escaped con-
vict,pled guilty to the murder of King
and was sentenced to 99 years in
prison, a term he is now serving.

OPERATIONS "SOLO" AND STANLEY D. LEVISON: x

In the early 1950's the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) under-
took a long-term and highly classified
counterintelligence operation against
the CPUSA. The FBI persuaded a
former member of the National Com-
mittee on the CPUSA and former
editor of the "Daily Worker,

"
the

party newspaper, to become active
again within the party leadership and
to report on party activities to the
FBI. This man's name was Morris
Childs, and his brother, Jack Childs,

also a Communist, agreed to act as an
informant as well. The FBI operation
was known as SOLO, and fornearly 30
years it provided reliable and highly

sensitive information about the
CPUSA, its activities within the
United States, and its relations with
the Soviet Union to the highest au-
thorities in the U.S. Government. At
least three U.S. Presidents were aware
of SOLO, and Morris Childs may have

briefed President Nixon prior to his

trip to Moscow in 1972. In1980 SOLO
was brought to an end. Jack Cnilas

died on August 12, 1980, and the oper-
ation was publicly disclosed and thus

terminated by historian David J.

1Footnotes at end of article.
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Garrow in a book published the fol-
lowing year.

Among the most important facts
learned from SOLO was that the
CPUSA was dependent on a direct fi-
nancial subsidy paid by the Soviet
Union. About 1 million a year in
Soviet funds was paid to a member of
the CPUSA, usually Jack Childs him-
self, in New York City. Although this
subsidy was illegal, the FBIallowed it
to continue for a member of reasons-
prosecution would have exposed

SOLO and necessarily brought it to an
end, and the operation was of continu-
ing value; and the dependence of the
party on Soviet funds meant that it
did not seek to increase its member-
ship and importance withinthe United
States.

In1953 Jack Childs reported to the
FBI that an individual named Stanley
David Levison (1912-1979), a New
York lawyer and businessman, was
deeply involved in acquiring and dis-
posing of the funds of the Soviet sub-
sidy to the CPUSA. Levison may have
been involved as a financial benefactor
to the party as early as 1954 and may
have established legitimate business
enterprises in the United States and
Latin America in order to launder
Soviet funds to the party. In this con-
nection Levison was said to have
worked with Isidore G. Needleman,
the representative of the Soviet trad-
ingcorporation AMTORG.

Childs also reported to the FBI that
Levison assisted CPUSA leaders to ac-
quire and manage the Party's secret
funds and that he directed about
$50,000 a year into the party's treas-
ury. After the death ofparty treasurer
William Weiner in 1954, Levison's fi-
nancial role became increasingly im-
portant, and Levison, according to
Childs, became "the interim chief ad-
ministrator of the party's most secret
funds." 2

The FBI maintained close surveil-
lance of Levison, but in mid to late
1955, Levison's financial role began to
decline. The FBIdecreased its surveil-
lance, although Levison was believed
to have occasional contacts with
CPUSA leaders. The Bureau eventual-
ly terminated surveillance of Levison,
probably sometime in 1957. Some indi-
cations that CPUSA leaders were dis-
gruntled with Levison led the FBI to
interview him on February 9 and
March 4, 1960. It is not clear what
Levison told the FBI at these inter-
views, but he definitely rejected the
request of the FBIthat he become an
informant within the Communist
Party.

In the summer of 1956 Bayard
Rustin, himself a former member of
the Young Communist League, the
youth arm of the CPUSA, introduced
Levison to Martin Luther King, Jr. in
New YorkCity. Levison and King soon
became close friends, and Levison pro-
vided important financial, organiza-

tional, and public relations services for
King and the SCLC. The FBI was not
aware of their relationship until very
late 1961 or early 1962, and it was the
discovery of their relationship that led
to the protracted and intensive FBI-
DOJ surveillance of King for the re-
mainder of his life. The FBIbelieved
that Levison was still a Communist
and that King's relationship with him
represented an opportunity for the
Communist Party to infiltrate and ma-
nipulate King and the civil rights
movement.

Of King's dependence on Levison
there can be no doubt. A DOJ task
force investigating the FBI surveil-
lance of King discussed this depend-
ence in this report of 1977:

The advisor's (Levison's) relationship to
King and the SCLC is amply evidenced in
the files and the task force concludes that
he was a most trusted advisor. The files are
replete with instances of his counseling
King and his organization on matters per-
taining to organization, finances, political
strategy and speech writing. Some examples
follow:

The advisor organized, in King's name, a
fund raising society. ... This organization
and the SCLC were in large measure fi-
nanced by concerts arranged by this person.
... He also lent counsel to King and the
SCLC on the tax consequences of charitable
gifts.

On political strategy, he suggested King
make a public statement calling for the ap-
pointment of a black to the Supreme Court....This person advised against accepting a
movie offer from a movie director and
against approaching Attorney General Ken-
nedy on behalf of a labor leader. ... In
each instance his advice was accepted.

King's speech before the AFL-CIO Na-
tional Convention was written by his advi-
sor. ... He also prepared King's May 1962
speech before the United Packing House
Workers Convention. ... In 1965 he pre-
pared responses to press questions directed
to Dr.King from a Los Angeles radio station
regarding the Los Angeles racial riots and
from the "New York Times" regarding the
Vietnam War.3

After King's death, Coretta Scott
Kingdescribed Levison's role:

'
'Always

working in the background, his contri-
bution has been indispensable," and
she wrote of an obituary of King writ-
ten by Levison and Harry Belafonte,
"two of his most devoted and trusted
friends," as "the one which best de-
scribes the meaning of my husband's
lifeand death." 4 Itmay be noted that
this obituary began with a description
of America as "a Nation tenaciously
racist

* * *
sick with violence

* * *
(and) corrosive with alienation." Ac-
cording to Garrow, Levison also assist-
ed King in the writingand publication
of "Stride Toward Freedom" the ad-
ministration of contributions to SCLC,
and the recruitment of employees of
SCLC. King offered topay Levison for
all this help, but Levison consistently
refused, writing that "the liberation
struggle (that is, the civilrights move-
ment) is the most positive and reward-
ing area of work anyone could experi-
ence." 5

There seem to have been few if any
agents and administrators in the FBI
who knew of Levison's background of
involvement in handling the secret
and illegal Soviet funds of the CPUSA
who doubted that Levison remained a
Communist or under party control at
the time he was working with King,
and some FBIpersonnel have suggest-
ed that Levison may actually have
held rank in the Soviet intelligence
service. Garrow himself does not seri-
ously question the accuracy of Childs'
reports ofLevison's earlier role in the
party, but he appears to be skeptical
that Levison continued to be a Com-
munist at the time he worked with
King and that he was not motivated in
this work by any factor other than
friendship for King and belief in the
civilrights movement.

Garrow's conclusion in this respect
is open to question. He is decidedly fa-
vorable to King, as opposed to J.
Edgar Hoover and other anti-Commu-
nists of the time. Itis not clear why
Garrow came to this conclusion, since
he does not appear to have had access
to all FBI materials on Levison or de-
rived fromSOLO and since he appears
to be largely ignorant of the nature of
CPUSA activities in racial relations
through front groups and surrogates
and of the discipline of the party over
its members.

A number of factors support the
belief that Levison continued to be a
Communist or to act under CPUSA
control during his association with
King:

First, there is no evidence that Levi-
son broke withthe CPUSA; the termi-
nation of his financial activities on
behalf of the party prior to his work
withKing means nothing as far as his
affiliationwith or loyalty to the party
or the Communist movement is con-
cerned.

Second, Levison had been involved
not as a rank-and-file member but as
an operative involved with clandestine
and illegal funding of the CPUSA by a
hostile foreign power. He had had
access to the highest leaders of the
party and to the inmost secrets of the
party. It is not likely that such tasks
would be given to one who was not
fully trusted by both the CPUSA lead-
ership and by the Soviets themselves.
Even if Levison had changed his mind
about communism, his activities would
have constituted grounds for black-
mailby the party.

Third, several years after the appar-
ent end of his financial activities for
the CPUSA, Levison rejected an op-
portunity to act as an FBIinformant
against the party. Details ofhis discus-
sions with the FBI are not available,
but apparently they were not friendly.

Fourth, Levison testified under sub-
pena at an executive session of the
Senate Subcommittee on Internal Se-
curity on April30, 1962. This testimo-
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nv is still classified His attorney at known behavior on his part that would direct contact with each other. In this
this time was William Kunstler, who contradict this explanation. way Levison could continue to influ-
h*™.m* notorious for his far left ac- The FBIinformed Attorney General ence King. Whether Levison or Kingbecame notorious for his far left ac- The FBIinformed Attorney General

tivities in the 1960's and 19705; Robert F. Kennedy of the close rela-
Kunstler had been recommended to
Levison by the latter's friend, Arthur
Kinoy, also a far left activist. Al-
though Levison in his opening state-
ment before the subcommittee denied
that he was or ever had been a
member of the Communist Party, he

refused to answer any questions
during this hearing dealing with his
relations with the party or his alleged

financial role in it; he pled the fifth
amendment throughout the hearing.

Fifth, Levison's known policy and
personnel recommendations to King

exhibit a leftist orientation. He was in-
strumental in persuading and influ-
encing King to oppose the Vietnam
war and in hiring at least one other in-
dividual withknown Communist affili-
ations to work inSCLC.

Sixth, prior to his work in a New
York-based civil rights group called
"InFriendship" in 1955, Levison had
never displayed any interest in civil
rights activities. The sudden develop-
ment of his interest incivilrights and
his extensive, time-consuming, and
costly assistance to King may have
been motivated by a spontaneous and
enduring dedication to this cause, but
there is little reason to think so. His
own description of the civil rights
movement as a liberation struggle sug-
gests a Marxist perspective.

Seventh, after King was urged by
DOJ to disassociate himself fromLevi-
son and was subject to surveillance
and distrust by the FBI and the Ken-
nedy administration, there was no
effort on Levison's part to try to ex-
plain his past or to persuade appropri-
ate authorities (in the FBI, DOJ, or
the White House) that he had been in-
nocent of Communist connections or
that his relationship with King was
not connected to his Communist affili-
ation. Had he been able to do so, King
and the civil rights movement would
have been much more favorably re-
ceived by the Kennedy administration
and Kinghimself would probably have
been spared several years of surveil-
lance and harassment by the FBI. In-
stead, Levison and Kingentered intoa
secret and deceptive relationship by
which Levison continued to influence
King through an intermediary, him-
self of far left orientation and back-
ground.
In short, Levison consistently be-

haved ina manner that lent itself to a
sinister interpretation, and his behav-
ior lends further credence to the firm
belief of FBI agents involved that
Levison remained a Communist or
under Communist control. That Levi-
son remained under Communist con-
trol was and remains a reasonable ex-
planation of his activities in lieu of
any evidence to the contrary or any

tionship between Levison and King
and of Levison's Communist back-
ground on January 8, 1962. The Attor-
ney General decided to warn King of
Levison's background and tourge him
to disassociate himself fromLevison in
order to spare himself, the civilrights
movement, and the Kennedy adminis-
tration any future embarassment.
Both Burke Marshall, Assistant Attor-
ney General, acting through Harris
Wofford, White House Civil Rights
Adviser, and John Seigenthaler, Ad-
ministrative Assistant to the Attorney

General, informed King that persons

close to him were Communists or had
Communist backgrounds. King ex-
pressed skepticism and made no com-
mitment to inquire further or to take
any action. Marshall brought the
matter to King's attention again in
subsequent meetings. On June 22,
1963, King met separately inWashing-
ton with Marshall, Robert Kennedy,
and President Kennedy. Allthree men
again warned King about the Commu-
nist affiliations of Levison and Jack
O'Dell, an official of SCLC who had
been promoted by Levison and who
had been— and may stillhave been— a
member of the National Committee of
the CPUSA. President Kennedy, in a
private conversation with King in the
White House Rose Garden, compared
the situation with the Profumo scan-
dal in Great Britain and specifically
stated, with reference to Levison and
O'Dell, "They're Communists. You've
got to get ridof them." 6

Even after this conversation, King
"made no move to sever ties with
either O'Dell or Levison." 7 Itwas not
until the FBI leaked information to
the press about O'Dell and the publi-
cation of this information that King
accepted O'Dell's resignation from
SCLC ina letter of July 3, 1963. King
had still done nothing to sever ties
with Levison, and not until after a
meeting of Burke Marshall with
Andrew Young of SCLC did a change

in their relationship occur. In this
meeting Marshall told Young:

Ican't give you any proof, but, if you

know Colonel Rudolph Abel of the Soviet
secret intelligence, then you know Stanley
Levison.8

instigated this clandestine and decep-
tive relationship is not clear. The in-
termediary between Kingand Levison,
from July 1963 until 1965, when the
overt contact between them was re-
sumed, was Clarence B. Jones, a black
lawyer whose left political views and
firm resistance to any symptoms of
racial discrimination had placed him
in hot water a number of times while
serving in the U.S. Army in the
1950's. 9

Jack O'Dell continued to maintain
an office at SCLC offices inNew York
City even after his resignation of July
3, and King and SCLC issued contra-
dictory explanations of this continuing
relationship. King himself made com-
mitments to Federal officials that he
would sever his ties to Levison and
O'Dell, but telephonic surveillance of
King, Levison, and Jones showed that
he had not done so in regard to either
individual* As Burke Marshall stated
in an interview in1970:
Ifyou accept the concept ofnational secu-

rity,if you accept the concept that there is
a Soviet Communist apparatus and it is
trying to interfere with things here— which
you have to accept— and that that's a na-
tional security issue and that taps are justi-
fied inthat area, Idon't know what could be
more important than having the kind of
Communist that this man was claimed to be
by the Bureau directly influencing Dr.
King.lo

HUNTER PITTS O'DELL
Hunter Pitts O'Dell (also known as Jack

O'Dell and J. H. O'Dell), known to have
been extensively involved in CPUSA affairs
at a high level of leadership, worked for the
SCLC at least as early as 1961. O'Dell met
Martin Luther Kingin 1959 and had com-
municated with him by mail in 1959 and
1960. In June, 1962, Stanley Levison recom-
mended to King that he hire O'Dell as his
executive assistant, and O'Dell subsequently
was increasingly active in SCLC and was
listed as a ranking employee of the organi-

zation. 11

O'Dell testified under subpena in
hearings before the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Internal Security (SISS) in
New Orleans on April12, 1956; he took
the fifth amendment when asked
about his organizational activities in
New Orleans on behalf of the CPUSA.
Materials discovered in O'Dell's apart-
ment at the time the subpena was
served were described in the annualThis characterization suggests that

the FBI may have had other facts
about Levison showing a direct link

report of the subcommittee as "Com-
munist literature from Communist
parties in various parts of thewith the Soviet Union.
world." 12 He also took the fifthLevison himself reportedly suggested

to King that they curtail their associa-
tion, and King reluctantly agreed.
However, they now entered into a
means of communication deliberately
designed to deceive the FBI and the

amendment when asked if he was a
member of the CPUSA in a hearing

before the House Committee on Un-
American Activities (HCUA) on July

30, 1958. O'Dell, according to an FBI
Kennedy administration. Levison and report of 1962, was elected a member
King were to communicate only of the National Committee of the
through an intermediary— or "cut-out" CPUSA in December 1959, and, ac-
in intelligence parlance— and to avoid cording to information submitted to
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HUCA in 1961, was a member of the
national committee as of that year.l3
As Garrow states:

No one, including O'Dell, denied his work
with the Communist Party from the late
1940's toat least the late 1950's. 14

O'Dell is an associate editor ofFree-
domways, a magazine described in
1964 by J. Edgar Hoover as an organ

which the CPUSA continues to use as
a vehicle of propaganda. One of the
editors of Freedomways is Esther
Jackson, a member of the CPUSA and
wife of James Jackson, a leader of the
CPUSA. O'Dell, as well as James Jack-
son, are included in a "list of mem-
bers" of the World Peace Council for
1980-83. The World Peace Council,
long known as a Soviet-controlled
front organization, was described by
the Central Intelligence Agency in
1982 as "the major Soviet-controlled
international front organization." 15

InOctober 1962, various newspapers
in the United States, using informa-
tion provided them by the FBI, ex-
posed O'Dell's Communist affiliations
and his current ties to King and the
SCLC. King issued an inaccurate state-
ment that sought to minimize O'Dell's
work with the SCLC and accepted
O'DelFs resignation. As Garrow states:

The resignation ...was more fiction than
fact, as King's own message and appoint-
ment books for late 1962 and the first half
of1963 reflect.16

Further news stories of June 1963,
which exposed O'Dell's continuing re-
lationship withKing and his presence
in the New York office of SCLC, cou-
pled with warnings from the Kennedy
administration led King again to
accept the resignation of O'Dell on
July 3, 1963. Even after this date, how-
ever, FBI surveillance showed a con-
tinuing relationship between O'Dell
and SCLC.

There is no doubt about O'Dell's ex-
tensive and high level activities in and
for the Communist Party, and his af-
filiations since 1961 strongly suggest
continued adherence to and sympathy
for the CPUSA and the Soviet Union
to the present day. Despite these ties
and King's knowledge of them, King
promoted O'Dell within the SCLC at
the behest of Levison and retained his
help after twice publicly claiming to
have disassociated himself fromO'Dell
following strong and explicit warnings
from the Kennedy administration
about O'Dell's Communist background
and affiliations.

SOUTHERN CONFERENCE EDUCATIONAL FUND

Stanley Levison and Hunter Pitts
O'Dell were not the only individuals of
Communist background with whom
Martin Luther King was in contact
and from whom he received advice, al-
though they were in a better position
than most to exert influence on him.
From the mid 1950's through at least
the early 19605, King and the SCLC
were closely involved withan organiza-
tion known as the Southern Confer-

ence Educational Fund (SCEP), essen-
tially a Communist front organization.
SCEF was itself dominated by the
Communist Party through the party
members who ran it, and some of
these individuals provided assistance
to King and exerted influence on him
and the SCLC.

A. BACKGROUND OF SCEF

SCEF was originally founded as part
of an organization known as the
Southern Conference on Human Wel-
fare (SCHW), founded in Birmingham,
Ala., on September 6, 1938. SCHW was
originally located in Nashville, Term.,
but later moved toNew Orleans, La. In
1947, the House Committee on Un-
American Activities issued a report on
SCHW, which found:

Decisive and key posts (of SCHW) are in
most instances controlled by persons whose
record is faithful to the line of the Commu-
nist Party and the Soviet Union. ...

The Southern Conference for Human
Welfare is perhaps the most deviously cam-
ouflaged Communist-front organization.
When put to the following acid test it re-
veals its true character:

1. Itshows unswerving loyalty to the basic
principles of Soviet foreign policy.

2. Ithas consistently refused to take sharp
issue with the activities and policies of
either the Communist Party, USA, or the
Soviet Union.

3. Ithas maintained indecisive posts per-
sons who have the confidence of the Com-
munist press.

4. Ithas displayed consistent anti-Ameri-
can bias and pro-Soviet bias, despite profes-
sions, ingeneralities, of love for America. 17

In 1944 the Special Committee on
Un-American Activities (SCUA) of the
House of Representatives also cited
SCHW as a Communist front.18

Soon after its identification as a
CPUSA front in 1947, SCHW was dis-
solved, but the Southern Conference
Educational Fund continued. SCEF
maintained the same address as
SCHW (808 Perdido Street, New Orle-
ans, La.) and published the same peri-
odical ("the Southern Patriot"). In
1954 the Senate Subcommittee on In-
ternal Security (SISS) held hearings
in New Orleans on SCEF and found
that at least 11 former officials of
SCHW were or had been also officials
ofSCEF. Among these were the presi-
dent and executive director of SCEF,
both of whom were identified in testi-
mony taken under oath as having been
members of the CPUSA and as having
been under the discipline of the
CPUSA. Both individuals in their own
testimony denied these allegations.
The Subcommittee concluded in its
report that—

An objective study of the entire record
compels the conclusion that the Southern
Conference Educational Fund, Inc., is oper-
ating withsubstantially the same leadership
and purposes as its predecessor organiza-
tion, the Southern Conference for Human
Welfare.

The subcommittee accordingly recom-
mends that the Attorney General take the
necessary steps to present this matter
before the Subversive Activities Control

Board in order that a determination can be
made as to the status of the Southern Con-
ference Educational Fund, Inc.19

B. BACKGROUNDS OF INDIVIDUALLEADERS OF

SCEF

Atleast two key associates of Martin
Luther King were formally associated
with SCEF as well as with the SCLC
itself. The Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference, King's principal vehi-
cle for civilrights activism, was offi-
cially founded in Montgomery, Ala.,
on August 7-8, 1957. Among the guests
at the organizational meeting in Mont-
gomery was Ella J. Baker of New York
City, of the "InFriendship" organiza-
tion.20 Baker was also formally associ-
ated withSCEF as of October 1963, as
a "special consultant." In1959 Baker
established SCLC headquarters in At-
lanta, Ga., and was a long-standing
friend of Martin Luther King. She
later played a key role in the Student
Non-Violent Coordinating Committee
(SNCC), an organization that became
notorious in the 1960's for its advocacy
and instigation of racial discord and vi-
olence. John Lewis, a founder of
SNCC, described Ella Baker as the
spiritual mother, Iguess you would
call her, of SNCC. 21

Little appears to be known of the
"InFriendship" organization of which
Ella Baker was the representative at
the SCLC organizational meeting in
1957. However, Stanley Levison also
was closely involved with this organi-
zation in New York. According to
Garrow:

Levison ...had first become involved in
the southern civilrights struggle as one of
the most active sponsors of a New York
group named In Friendship. Organized in
1955 and 1956, In Friendship provided fi-
nancial assistance to southern blacks who
had suffered white retaliation because of
their political activity. In Friendship has
sponsored a large May, 1956, rally at Madi-
son Square Garden to salute such southern
activists, and a good percentage of the funds
raised went toKing's Montgomery Improve-
ment Association. 22

It was Levison who, with Bayard
Rustin, sent Ella Baker to Atlanta to
oversee the SCLC office in that city,
just as he had brought O'Dellinto the
SCLC office in New York.

Fred L. Shuttlesworth, correspond-
ing secretary of SCLC in 1957, was in
1963 the president and a former vice
president of SCEF. Shuttlesworth was
responsible for the formation of the
Montgomery Improvement Associa-
tion, through which King and other
civilrights activists became involved in
civilrights work.Several other individ-
uals affiliated withSCEF as organiza-
tional leaders were alleged under oath
to have been members of the Commu-
nist Party and to have accepted party
discipline or can be shown tohave had
ties to known Communist Party front
organizations. Internal documents of
SCEF reveal that Martin Luther King
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